T HE 


R EC ONCI 5 ER: 


E 8 8 AY 


That CurisTIians are much more 
agreed in their notions concerning 


the HOLY TRINITY, than 
has been 1 repreſented. 


RE P L Y 


Mr. Ball's [of W anſwer to * 
common objections. 


N 71 
3 WY 


LONDON: 


Printed for J Noo 2 at the V, bite Hart, near Mercers 
Chapel, in Cheapſide. 1727. Price 6d. 


- — 
Les... 
* 


THE 


HAVE, for ſome time paſt, incoura- 
ged my ſelf to hope, that moderation 
and. peace have been gaining ground 
in theſe parts, and could not but hear- 
tily rejoice at the proſpect. Nothing 
has been written of late with reference 
to our former diſputes ; the remem- 

ſeem'd to be towards vaniſhing. But 

Mr. Ball has thought fit to bring the affair of our late 

differences again upon the ſtage, and has made it neceſ- 

ſary for us to vindicate our ſelves upon this freſh attack. 

I perceive indeed, his book is not chiefly levelled againſt 

445, but againſt thoſe members of the Devonſpire aſſem- 

bly, and ſuch others, as paſs for orthodox, who plead - 

for the exerciſe of charity towards us. He complains, 

that he has written to ſeveral a yt of conſequence in 
the church of Chriſt, who ſeem'd diſpleas'd with thoſe 
that have endeavour'd to oppoſe the growth of errors, 

and has intreated to know the reaſons of their 828 

behaviour in this matter, but all in vain. As I know 

not who theſe perſons are, nor am acquainted with the cir- 
cumſtances of the caſe between them and Mr. Ball, it 
is not in my power to attempt their vindication. They 
themſelves are beſt able to defend their own conduct: 
and 1t would be arrogance in me to undertake it. 

All that can be thought incumbent on me, is to vindi- 
cate thoſe, whom Mr. Hall calls Arians, and whom 
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the aſſembly has cenſured as holding pernicious errors 
which enter into the very vitals of Chriſtianity. 
But before I come to thoſe points which Mr. Ball has 


conſider d, it will be neceſſary for me to ſtate the true 


and real difference between our brethren and us,' as to 
the doctrine of the trinity; the not rightly obſervin 
which has been the unhappy occaſion of all the har 
cenſures, that have been paſt upon us. 

It has long appear'd very evident to me, that there 
is very little real difference between them and us; and 
that we are much more agreed in our notions concerning 
the trinity, than is generally imagin'd on either fide. 
If I can, as it ſeems to me poſlible to, convince both of 
this, I ſhall account it a very good piece of ſervice to 
the world. „ 

I take it for certain, that very few indeed of thoſe who 


call themſelves Orthodox, imagine, that the "Father; 
Son, and Holy Spirit are three diſtinct beings or ſpirits. 


Very few, if any, of them ſuppoſe, that they are three 


infinite ſpirits, have three diſtinct underſtandings and 
wills. If there are any ſuch, I refer them to Mr. 7. Fef- 
fery's ſermon, p. 38. where they will ſee this notion de- 


monſtrably confuted ; inaſmuch as tis a contradiction to 


ſay, that three ſpirits can exiſt in all the ſame ſpace and 


time, as I am ſure three — and eternal ſpirits muſt 
do, if they could exiſt at all. 


The far greateſt part of our adverſaries maintain, that 


the one God is but one ſingle ſpirit, and that the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt belong to that one ſingle ſpirit. 
This is the opinion of Dr. Waterland, as appears from 
his reckoning it the diſtinguiſhing character of an Arian, 
(which he would not be thought to be) to hold, that the 
Son or Word is a diſtinct Spirit from God the Father *. 
This was the opinion of the famous Weſtminſter-aſſem- 
bly, as is evident from their ſhorter catechiſm, (anſwers 
ath, 5th, and 6th) where they teach, that zhere is but 
one God, that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are the 
one God, and that this God is a Spirit infinite, eternal, 
&c. God, as comprehending the Father, Son, and Ho- 
ly Ghoſt, is here determined to be not three ſpirits, but 
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a ſpirit, i. e. one ſingle ſpirit, and no more. And this 
is the doctrine which the Exeter- aſſembly, and particu- 
larly Mr. Ball, has ſubſcribed, and undertaken to de- 
fend. This being ſettled, it is very eaſy to ſhew that 
there is very little difference between the aſſembly and 
us, as to our real inward notions about the trinity, 
2 we differ in the manner of expreſſing our 
elves. | | 
We are intirely agreed as to the doctrine concerning 
God in general; that he is 4 — 1. e. one 11559 Spi- 
rit, © infinite, eternal, unchangeable in being, 
«© wiſdom, power, holineſs, juſtice, goodneſs and 
&* truth.” There is not the leaſt difference between 
theey and us, about any one of the attributes of this one 
Next, as to Chriſt Jeſus, we are agreed, that he, who 
appear d under theſe titles, upon earth, in the like- 
neſs of men, about 1700 years ago, conſiſted, as Adam 
did, ofa true body, and of a reaſonable ſoul or ſpirit ; 
that this his ſoul dwelt in his body, as Adam's ſoul 
did in his body; that he was born of a woman ; that 
when he died, his ſoul left his body, as Adam's ſoul, at 
his death, left his body; and that at his reſurrection, 
this ſame ſoul of Chriſt enter'd into, and dwelt in, his 
body, as Adam's ſoul ſhall enter into, and dwell in his 
body, at his reſurrection. We are alſo, on both ſides, per- 
fey agreed in believing, that this ſoul of Jeſus Chriſt was 
different from our ſouls in one reſpect, vig. that it was 
rfectly innocent and holy, whereas our ſouls are not ſo. 
ſe are alſo perfectly agreed as to the hiſtory of our Sa- 
viour's life, preaching, miracles, death, reſurrection, aſ- 
cenſion, fitting at God's right hand, making interceſſion, 
ruling the world, and coming hereafter to judgment. 
We are alſo further agreed concerning this man Jeſus 
Chriſt, that he was in a peculiar and extraordinary man- 
ner related to God. This is as high an expreſſion as ſe- 
veral of the late writers againſt us have been willing to 
uſe. And they, who ſpeak of the man Chriſt's being u- 
nited to God, mean no more, Iam perſwaded, than what 
we believe as well as they. If they mean, that God 
communicated an extraordinary degree of wiſdom, pow- 
er, and goodneſs to the man Jeſus Chriſt, and that there 
was the moſt intimate communion between _— Ne 
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fully believe all this. And further than this, I Imagine, 
they have no meaning, becauſe they cannot have any 
ideas beyond this. . 

But it will be ſaid, that we do not believe the di- 
dine nature of Chriſt. I anſwer, we really believe that 
thing which they call, He divine nature of Chriſt, tho? 
we do not call it by that name. They tell us, that that, 
which they call he divine nature of Chriſt, is ſome- 
what in, or ſomewhat 3 to the one God, the 
one infinite ſpirit. Now, I ſuppoſe, they will own, that 
we have as clear and diſtinct ideas of that infinite ſpirit, 
and of all things, which belong to him, as they themſelves 
have; and that we, as well as they, believe in all the 
characters, relations, and attributes of God, of which 
they themſelves have any ideas. If then that which 
they call the divine nature of Chriſt, be any character, 


relation, or attribute of God, or be the one God conſi- 


dered under a 33 relation, we believe the 
thing, though we do not call it by the ſame name as they 
do. Their uſual opinion (as has been largely ſhewn *) 
is, that the difference between the Father and the Son, 
lies in a different relation. If then our brethren have an 
idea of theſe different relations, I ſuppoſe we are capa- 
ble of having the ſame idea. And if what they call 
the divine nature of the Son, be, as they have ſaid, God's 
knowledge or idea of himfelf f; I am ſure we believe in 
that which they call he divine nature of Chrift : ſince 
we moſt certainly believe, that God has a perfe& 
knowledge and idea of himſelf. Whatever difference 
there 1s between us and them about the title, which is 
to be given to this divine knowledge, tis plain, there is 
no difference at all in our Hh ght about it, when they 
are abſtracted from expreſſions. 

There are, according to the notions of our brethren, 
three things which belong to Jeſus Chriſt, the body, the 
ſoul, and the divine nature. As to the body, and the thing 
which they call /e divine nature, our notions are the 
very ſame. Our notions are the ſame alſo, as to many 

| things 
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things relating to the ſoul or ſpirit that dwelt in the 
body of Jeſus Chriſt, as has been already ſhewn. 

After ſo full an agreement in thoughts and opinions 
concerning ſo many things relating to Jeſus Chriſt, what 
room — 6 left for difference? Truly (excepting in 
the manner of expreſſing our ſelves) no more than this, 
that we ſuppoſe the ſoul or ſpirit, which dwelt in the 
body of Chriſt Jeſus, to be a vaſtly greater and more 
glorious being, than the 1 of our brethren will 
allow him to be. As for thoſe few, that think the foul 
of Jeſus Chriſt to have been as high and glorious a be- 
ing as we ſuppoſe it to have been, they do not differ 
from us in any one notion at all, relating to the doctrine 
of Chriſt Jeſus, though they expreſs themſelves in dif- 
ferent language : ſo that we claim them, as being in- 
tirely come over to our opinions, and can only further de- 
fire, that they would learn to /peak of thoſe things, as 
we and the ſcriptures do. 8 

But the reſt of our brethren do really, in their opini- 
ons and thoughts, as well as in their language, differ . 
us as to the nature of the ſoul of Chriſt. Indeed we all 
believe, that this ſoul of Chriſt was indow'd with an 
underſtanding, a will, a memory, and the other faculties 

of a ſpirit. The only difference is, that they ſuppoſe, his 
ſoul was no better and no greater than the Foal, of inno- 
cent Adam : whereas on the other hand, we conſtantly 
affirm, that the ſoul of Chriſt was a ſpirit, not only as 
great and good as the ſoul of innocent Adam, but that it 
was vaſtly greater and more glorious than even the higheſt 
angels, that this foul of Chriſt was the immediate ma- 
ker of the world, and of all the things which are therein, 
by virtue of a power which he received from God ; that 
this ſoul of Chriſt was begotten by God, or derived its 
being from God, before the beginning of the world, and 
afterward (to uſe St. Paul's expreſſion, Heb. x. 5.) took 
the body * for it, in which it really ſuffer d pain 
and grief. | 

Upon the whole then it appears, that all the diffe- 
rence between our brethren and us, in our thoughts, con- 
cerning Chriſt, is, that we think znuch more highly of 
his foul than they do. We think the ſame of his bo- 
dy ; we think as highly of God's knowledge, or idea of 
himſelf, which they call he divine nature of Chriſt, 


(8) 
and more highly of the ſoul of Chrift. And if this be 
- error, we hope they will not ſeverely condemn us 

r it. 

It is further to be obſerved, that though ſeveral texts 
of ſcripture are differently applied by them and us ; yet 
this does not imply any difference in our thoughts (more 
than in that one ſingle point, which has been alread 
mentioned) about the Hings themſelves. The real dif- 
ference here between them and us, is this, that we a 


ply thoſe texts of ſcripture to the Sou} of Chriſt, which 


our brethren apply to what they call zhe divine nature of 
Chrift. All the high things, which the ſcripture ſays 
of Chriſt, are ſaid, and believed by both fides. We 
think that the Soul of Chriſt is ſo great a being, as that 
all the high characters, which are given of Chriſt 
in the bible are meant of this ſoul of Chriſt. 
This foul we take to be the Logos, the Word, the ſon 
of God, a God, or univerſal king of the world, the 
brightneſs of God's glory, and the expreſs image of 
God's perſon, by whom God made the world. Where- 
as our brethren will not apply theſe high characters to 
the ſoul of Chriſt ; but to what they call his divine na- 
ture, which 1s ſome thing in the one God, and has been 
by the beſt of their writers, explain'd to be God's know- 
' ledge, or idea of himſelf *. And the expreſſions, about 
which there 1s any diſpute between us, will be by both 
fides, allowed to be true or falſe, accordingly as they 
are ſpoken of the Soul, or of this which they call, zhe 
divine nature of Chriſt. If they ſay, that Chriſt is * 
wit 
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* Leſt they who read this, ſhould not have the pamphlet I 
before refer'd to, and yet deſire to ſee this proved, I will here 
tranſcribe ſome of the proofs there alledg d. Mr. Nye aſſures us, 
that the current expoſition among cathol:c writers, is as follows: 
ce The firſt perſon of the trinity is unbegotten mind, or original 
« wiſdom, called the Father. Next is the Logos, reflex or be- 
<« gotten wiſdom, generated by God's contemplating, and 
« knowing his own perfections, which is named the Son ”, 
Pcctrine of the holy trinity, p. 19. Dr. Sherlock ſays, © The 
ce Father is original mind and wiſdom ; the ſon the word and 


ce wiſjom of the Father, that is the reflex knowledge of himſelf. 


cc All men know that this is the conſtant language of the 
« fathers.” Vindication, P- 130, 
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with God; they do not mean that his /out was ef 
with God, but will agree with us in ſaying, that his 


ſoul was not equal with God. Their. meaning is, that 


what they call the divine nature of Chriſt is equal with 
God, which amounts to this, that God's reflex wiſdom 
or idea of himſelf is equal to God; which we fully be- 
lieve as well as they, and in the ſame ſenſe they under- 
ſtand the word equal ; which perhaps is not the moſt 
per word in this place. If we have ever ſaid, that 
Cha is not the moſt high God, all that we meant 
thereby was, that the ſou of Chriſt is not the moſt high 
God. And our brethren, who hold the ſoul of Chriſt 
to be no higher a being than the ſoul of innocent Adam, 
will not ftick to ſay, that that ſoul is not the ſupreme 
God. When they tell us, that Chriſt is the moſt high 
God, they mean God's reflex wiſdom or idea of himfelf 
(confider'd indeed not abſtractly by it ſelf, but as it is un- 
derſtood with the Godhead, with all its attributes and 
perfections, as Mr. Nye ſpeaks in the forecited place 
is the moſt high God. And this is what we never h 
a thought of denying.. For ſurely God's idea of himſelf 


together with the whole Godhead 1s the ſupreme God. 


Again, when our brethren ſay, the Father and Chriſt are 
ane God, they do not mean, that the Father and the 

4 of Chrift are one God. And if any one ſhould ſay, 
that the ſou of Chrift is one God with the Father, our 
brethren would condemn his error as well as we. Their 
meaning is, that the original wiſdom of God, and God's 
. e of himſelf, confider'd with the whole God- 
head, is but one God; which is a truth that we never 
did, and never ſhall diſpute. If our brethren ſay, that 
the Father, and the Son are not two diſtin& beings, they 
mean, that God's idea of himſelf is not a diſtin being 


from God, which we as firmly believe as they. And, 


at the ſame time, they will own with us, that the ſou⁰ 
of Chriſt is really a diftint being from God; ſo that 
while we ſeem to contradict one another, there is no 
real difference or contradiction thus far. They ſpeak of 
God's idea of himſelf, we ſpeak of the ſoul of Chriſt. 
In this ſenſe he 1s, in the = he is not, a diſtin& be- 
ing from God. We both ſay truth, becauſe we ſpeak of 
different things. Finally, when our brethren for that 
Chriſt is to be worſhiped with the higheſt ſort of wor- 
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ſhip, they do not mean, that the ſoul of Chriſt is to be 
worſhiped with this higheſt kind of worſhip. Their mean- 
ing is, that that which they call, the divine nature of 
Chriſt, vis. God's Knowledge of himſelf, with his God- 
head, and all his attributes, is to be worſhiped with the 
higheſt fort of worſhip. And all this we heartily believe, 
and accordingly practiſe as well as they. If we ever ſaid, 
that Chriſt 1s not to be worſhiped with the higheſt ſort 
of worſhip, we only meant, that the ſoul of Chriſt is not 
to be worſhiped with the higheſt ſort of worſhip. And 
herein our brethren are fully of our opinion, who, as well 
as we, would condemn the giving ſupreme worſhip to 
the /ou} of Chriſt as dern idolatry. Whenever we 
worſhip God, we direct our worſhip to the whole 
being, including particularly all the divine knowledge, 
and ſo we really worſhip with the higheſt ſort of wor- 
ſhip, that which our brethren call the divine nature of 
Chriſt ; tho' we do not call it by that ame. 

'The great difference between our brethren and us 
(beſides that concerning the ſoul of Chriſt before menti- 
oned) lies in words and expreſſions. By · Chriſt we mean 
one thing, and they another: we mean the ſoul and bo- 
dy only; whereas they often uſe the word CHriſt to ſig- 
nify ſomething in the one God, viz. his idea of bimſelt 
This difference occaſions a real controverſy about the in- 
terpretation of many texts of ſcripture. But all this con- 
troverſy depends upon this one queſtion, Whether the 
words, — Chriſt, Son, &c. in the ſcriptures, ſigni- 
| by any thing in the one infinite _— or elſe only the 

dul and body of the Meſſiah? If our brethren and we 
were agreed in the ſolution of this queſtion, we ſhould 
ſoon come to an agreement about the meaning of other 
words, which are now differently defined by us. Thus, 
for inſtance, if the words, Chriſt, Son of God, Logos, 
&c. in the ſcripture, never ſignify any thing befides the 
ſoul, or the body and ſoul of the Meſſiah; then it will be 
granted, that the word, God, when applied to Chriſt, does 
not ſignify inſinits perfections, but only the relation that 
he bears to the creatures as their king, and the object of 
their obedience. 

From the foregoing obſervations we learn, what is the 
true ſtate of the controverſy between our brethren and 
us. It wholly lies in theſe four things. | 

* (.) Whe- 
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(f.) Whether the ſoul of Chriſt is a ſpirit of no high- 
er an order than the /ouls of other men, or whether he 
be not, as we think, a ſpirit in his own nature greater 
than the angels? This controverſy intirely depends upon 
another, vis. : 
(z.) Whether the words, Chriſt, Logos, &c. ſignify 
the ſoul of the Meſſiah, or his body and foul only ;. or 
whether they ſignify beſides theſe, ſomething that be- 
longs to the one infinite Spirit, or the one God? As this 
diſpute about the ſcripture meaning of theſe words ſhall 
be decided, ſo will the former about the ſoul of Chriſt 
be decided alſo. If we think that the words, Lu Lo- 
gos, &c. are by the writers of the ſcripture, uſed to fig: 
nify only the ſoul, or the body and ſoul of the Meſhah, 
then we muſt neceſſarily conclude, that the ſoul of Chriſt 


is a ſpirit of an higher nature than the angels: for if this 


ir 


Our brethren 


ſoul be the Logos, and Son of God, all the high things 
which are ſpoken in ſcripture concerning Chrift, muſt be 
interpreted of this ſoul ; as for inſtance, that by him 
God made the worlds ; which could not be true of the 
ſoul of the Meſſiah, unleſs it were ſuch a high and glori- 
ous being as we ſuppoſe it to be. The fundamental diſ- 


| . then between our brethren and us is this, whether 
t 


e writers of the ſcripture, by the words, Chriſt, Lo- 
gos, &c. mean ſomething in the one God, as well as the 
foul of the Meſſiah, or whether 2 mean only the ſoul, 
or this body and ſoul 00 the Meſſiah? And if ever we 
would come to an underſtanding of one another, and to an 
agreement, we muſt conſider the controverſy in this light, 
when we treat of the texts of ſcripture which are uta. 
ly alleged on both fides in this diſpute. For inſtance, 

uppoſe our brethren produce Fohn i. 1. In the beginning 
was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the 
Word was God : It is to be conſider d, that the proper 
ſtate of the controverſy between them and us is x 
what that thing is, which St. 70%u here ſtiles, the Word? 
r brei — nothing to do in order to eſtabliſh 
their point, but to prove, that the word here does not 
ſignify the ſoul of the Meſſiah, but ſomething in the one 
God, which they have explain'd to be God's knowledge 
or 1dea of himlelf On the other hand, we gain our 
point, if we prove, that the Word or Logos ſigniſies the 
ſou] of the Meſſiah, and not any knowledge, or any attri- | 
B 2 9 but 
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bute of God. The writers on both fides, ] apprehend, 

ſhould obſerve, that this is the true ſtate of the contro- 

verſy, and ſet themſelves accordingly to prove their main 

pe Again, both fides are 5 pas that Chriſt is She 
r 7 


igutneſs of God's glory, and the expreſs image of God's 
— 5 the apoſtle ſtiles him, . 3. All 0 con- 
troverſy here, between our brethren and us, is this, whether 
the apoſtle here ſpeaks of the ſoul of Chriſt, or of what 
our brethren call zhe divine nature of Chriſt, viz. God's 
knowledge of himſelf ? All they need to do is to prove 


this; while all our concern is to prove that the apoſtle 


ſpeaks only of the ſoul of Chriſt, and calls that he 
brightneſs of God's glory, and the expreſs image of God's 
rſon. 
7. 65 Another real diſpute between our brethren and 
us (which 1s merely about words alſo) 1s, whether ſome 
w certain texts are ſpoken concerning the Father or the 
Son? Many of our brethren think, that the apoſtle calls 
Chriſt, the great God, Tit. 11. 13. while we believe, 
that he great God there mentioned, is the father of 
Chrift. But this diſpute depends upon the former alſo, 
For if our brethren FF believe with us, that the words, 
Chriſt, Logos, &c. in the ſcripture never mean any thing 
befides the ſoul, or the ſoul and body of Chriſt, they 
would immediate ly grant us, that the apoſtle never in- 
tended, to give to Chriſt, in this place, the character of 
ZVV CE 
( 4.) Another real diſpute, (which is only about the mean- 
ing of words alſo) is, whether the words, Father, Son, 
and Spiris, are uſed by the writers of ſcripture, to ſigni- 
5 only three ſome whats, three differences in the one in- 
finite Spirit, i. e. in the one God ; or whether the words, 
Son and Spirit be not uſed in ſcripture, to ſignify two 
beings diſtinct from the one God; and whether the word, 
Father, be not uſed in the ſame ſcripture to ſignify the 
whole of the one infinite Spirit, or the one God? Ac- 
cordingly as theſe queſtions are determined, fo will men 
— interpretations of texts of ſcripture. When 
we meet with thoſe words of our Saviour to his Father, 
John xvii. 3. This is life eternal, that they might know 


thee (my Father, v. 1.) the only true God, and Feſus 


* 


Patte whom thou haſt / ent; we interpret it thus: the 
ather here mentioned, we think, 1s the one God, 1 
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(13) 
whole Godhead, with all that belongs to God, particu- 
larly including God's knowledge or idea of himſelf, and 
his love to himſelf, which Mr. Nye and Dr. Sherlock tell 
us, the catholick church underſtands to be the Son 
and the Holy Ghoſt; tho' we do not apprehend, 
that the ſcripture ever means theſe things theſe ; 
words. And we think, that Jeſus Chriſt, who is 
here ſaid to be ſent by the Father, is the body and 
ſoul of the Meſſiah, which may be ſaid, without 
any difficulty, to be inferior to the one God, and to be 
fent by him. This interpretation of this text is ex- 
actly the ſame, at the bottom, with that which many 
of our brethren have thought fit to give of it. They ſay, 
that the word Father here fignifies the whole trinity (I 
ſhould rather ſay, the whole Godhead) of which 1t 1s 
certain that it is the only true, or only ſupreme God *. 
And they add, that the phraſe Ze/us Chriſt, «vhom God 
has you ſignifies only the human nature of Chriſt, that 
is, his ſoul and body. This ſenſe of the word, Father, 
we take to be the ſenſe in which the apoſtles have always 
uſed it: we do not think that the word Father, in the 
ſcripture, ever ſignifies any particular thing in the one 
God, diſtinct from any other thing in the ſame one God, 
as our brethren do ; but that it always, throughout the 
ſcripture, ſignifies the whole infinite Spirit, or the whole 
one God. And if our brethren would always underſtand 
the word, Father, as including the whole of the one in- 
finite Spirit, as we do; we ſhould immediately be agreed 
in ll points with reſpect to the doctrine of the holy tri- 
nity. Sometimes they ſee a neceſſity to take the word, 
Father, in this comprehenſive ſenſe : I wiſh they did 
ſee the reaſons to do ſo always. Then would they be 
ferced to conclude with us, that the ſcripture, by the 
words, Son, and Holy Ghoft, does not mean any thing 
in the one God, but two real perſons diſtinct from ad 
0 
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* True God ſignifies one that is God in the higheſt or moſt em- 


| phatical ſenſe; as true applied to other things ſignifies that thoſe 


things are what they are call'd, in an high or emphatical ſenſe. 
Thus the true light, John 1. 9. is that light which is moſt emi- 
nently fo, in the highebt ſenſe. See alſo, Luke xvi. 2. Fobs vi. 
32. ch. xv. 1. Heb, viii. 2. ch. ix. 24. 1 John ii. 8. 


_ TW) 

To return : the diſpute between us is about the mean- 
ing of the words, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, in the 
ſcriptures. And when our brethren, or we, write in 
this controverſy, we ſhould conſider what is the true 
ſtate of it, that ſo we may not labour about what is not 
to the os, or induſtriouſly prove what the adver- 

0 


faries not deny. For inftance, it is to no manner 
of purpoſe for me to prove, againſt the generality of 
our brethren, that three perſons, in my ſenſe of the 
word, perſons, cannot be one God. For by three per- 
ſons, I mean three beings, or ſpirits, who are as really, 
and as much diſtinct and ſeparate from one another, as 
Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob were. And I ſuppoſe none 
of our brethren will ſay, that three ſuch ſeparate ſpirits 
can be one God. My bufineſs therefore 15 to prove, that 
thoſe words, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are uſed, 
by the writers of ſcripture, to fignify three diſtinct ſpi- 
rits, with three diſtinct underſtandings and wills. And 
when I ſhall have done this, it will be immediately per- 
ceived, that the word, Father, fignifies the whole of 
the one true God; and that the /oul of the Meſſiah is 
called God, or King, in a lower and ſubordinate ſenſe. 
On the other hand,when our brethren ſhall pleaſe to con- 
fider what 1s the true ſtate of the controverſy between 
them and us, they will not give themſclves the trouble 
to ſhew, how three perſons in their ſenſe of the word, 
perſons, may be one God. For in their ſenſe of the word, 
the thing is moſt evidently true, and acknowledged by 
us. By three perſons our brethren do not mean (as we 
do) three diſtinct ſpirits, but only three differences in 
the one infinite ſpirit, which they have explained to be 
God's original wiſdom, his knowledge, or 1dea of him- 
ſelf, and his love to this idea or image of himſelf. As 
theſe three differences are in one and the ſelf ſame ſpi- 
rit, they cannot conſtitute more Gods than one : ſtill 
our brethren believe in only one God. The only que- 
ſtion here is, whether the word, ow, ſhould be ta- 
ken in their ſenſe, or in ours ? And, I judge, they may 
eaſily yield, that for the time to come, it ſhall be taken 
in ours; inaſmuch as they own, that it is never uſed in 
their ſenſe in all the ſcripture, and that it is conſtant] 

there to be underſtood 1n ours. | 


And 
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And let it be obſerved, that in all theſe diſputes about 
the meaning of the words and phraſes of ſcripture, there 
is no difference in thoughts and ideas between our bre- 


| thren and us, excepting only in that one point, of tha 


nature of our Saviour's ſoul, of which I have ſpoken al- 
ready. We diſpute againſt our brethren, that the words, 


Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, as uſed in the holy ſcrip- 


tures, do not ſignify three differences in the one infinite 
ſpirit, or the one God. But ſtill we believe the thing 
exactly as our brethren do. We believe that there is in 
the one God, an original wiſdom, a knowledge or idea 
of himſelf; and that God loves, or 1s pleaſed zwith this 


idea of himſelf. I ſay, we believe theſe things as our 


brethren do; only we do not think it proper to call theſe 
things per/ons ; nor do we ſuppoſe that the ſcripture 
means theſe things by the words, Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt. Since then we believe the ſame things as they do 
(though we differ about the manner of expreſſing thoſe 
things) and in the only point wherein our 2zward 
thoughts differ, I mean our thinking more highly of the 
ſoul of Jeſus Chriſt, than they do, our notion is more 
honourable to Chriſt than theirs ; I ſuppoſe it may be 
concluded, that they can have no manner of reaſon to be 
angry with us, or to reckon us to be in a ſtate of damna- 
tion, upon the account of our opinions relating to the 
holy trinity. All our fault is, that we think much more 
highly of the Soul of Chriſt than they generally do, and 
take ſome few words of ſcripture in a ſenſe different 
from that, which they have 5 7 5 fit to affix to them, 
wy ile our ideas of the :hings themſelves are the ſame as 

A. | 

As to the duty of wn I readily grant, that chri- 
ſtian charity muſt be founded upon, wy be always con- 
ſiſtent with reaſon and common ſenſe. Wherein ſoever 


we do really differ from our brethren, charity cannot 


be thought to oblige them to think that we do not in 
that point differ from them. Juſt as charity does not 
bind me to think, that a man is not a murderer, when I 
actually ſee him guilty of murder. . 8 
Every man's 0 muſt be regulated by His ozn 
opinion and judgment of the nature of things, i. e. in 
other words, his own conſcience muſt be the rule and 
guide of his thoughts, words and actions, relating w o- 
9 5 ther 
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ther men. If I really believe in my conſcience, that I 
onght not to conceal a murderer ; it is plain, that no 
charity can oblige me to conceal him; but I muſt, let 
him call for charity as much as he will, bring him forth 
to juſtice, that ſo he, who has ſhed man's b 

have his blood ſhed for it. In this caſe, to be ſure, no 
wile man would think I had acted contrary to the laws 
of chriftian charity. On the other hand, let us put the 
caſe, that Mark Antonine, the Roman emperor, had 
verily believed in his conſcience, that it was his duty, 
as God's vicegerent, to puniſh all the chriſtians with 


death, and had accordingly executed them; would not 


all Chriftians condemn him as having acted very uncha- 
ritably, and very contrary to that love which he ought 
to have entertained for all mankind, notwithſtanding 
that he was perſuaded in his own conſcience, that he 
ought to put all chriſtians to death ? Would his pleading 
conſcience in the caſe, and his having a real perſua- 
fion of this nature, have been a ſufficient excuſe for 
him? I ſappoſe not. It is plain, I imagine, to every one, 
that a man may act uncharitably, while he acts agree- 
ably to the dictates of his own conſcience. That 1s, in 
other words, God, by the rules of charity has reall 
obliged him to act in one manner; while he, throu 


a miſtake, believes that God has required him to act 


in a contrary manner. So that in order to decide, 
whether a man acts charitably or not, we are not 


to conſider, whether he acts according to his conſci- 


ence (for Saul did this, when he uncharitably perſe- 
cuted the chriſtians, Acts xxvi. 9.) but whether his 


conſcience be rightly informed; whether he has 
good reaſon to judge as he does, concerning the manner 


in which he is to treat his brethren. there is real 


reaſon for his judging and acting as he does, then he is 


not uncharitable. But if reaſon and the word of God 


really condemn his action, though he thinks they require 


it, he is to be look d upon as really uncharitable, though 
he does not look upon himſelf to be ſo. To know there- 


fore whether Mr. Hall, and his brethren of the aflem- 
bly have been injured by being accuſed of a want of 


charity, we muſt inquire, whether they have had real 


and ſufficient reaſon to behave themſelves toward us 
as they have done, or not? The rules of charity he" 


lood, may 
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God has laid down in the goſpel, are fixed things, which 
will not be altered by the e which any men en- 
tertain of them. The goſpel rules of charity do really 
extend to, and include us, or they do not. If they do 
not, then we own, that all our belief, that we have a 
right to a ſhare in our brethrens charity, will not give 
us a real right to it. But if the goſpel rules of cha- 
rity do really, in themſelves, and in the intention of 
God, extend to us; then our brethrens being ever ſo 
much perſuaded in their own conſciences, that thoſe 
rules do not include us, will not hinder them from real- 
ly comprehending us. If God has really required our 
brethren to love us as fellow chriſtians, then if they do 
not thus love us, they really act againſt the divine rule 
of charity, and ſo are really uncharitable, how much 
ſoever they may think there is no uncharitableneſs in 
them. We will then confider, whether the rules of 
charity laid down in the goſpel will warrant, or condemn 
the behaviour of our brethren toward us. 5 
We claim a right to the charity of our brethren in 
their thoughts, words, and actions. As to their thoughts, 
we do not expect, that they ſhould think there is no dif- 
ference at all ae them and us. For tis fact, there 
is ſome difference. But we reaſonably expect, that they 
2 ſhould not think us to be worſe than we are, or that the 
difference between them and us is greater than it real 
is. Both charity and juſtice oblige them to think, that 
we entertain more high and honourable thoughts of the 
Soul of Chriſt than they do, and that we as much re- 
verence God's infinite knowledge of himſelf, which they 
call the divine nature of Chriſt, as they themſelves do. 
We claim a right to their thinking of us as fellow-chri- 
ſtians, and worthy of . chriſtian communion with them. 
If we are really qualified for chriſtian communion, ac- 
cording as the terms of communion are ſettled in the 
goſpel, then they ought to eſteem, and receive us as bre- 
thren. And then it is wrong in it ſelf, and injurious to 
us for them to think that we are not meet and qualified 
for chriſtian communion. On the other hand, if we are 
not qualified, according to the terms of the goſpel, for” 
communion with the church of Chriſt ; then it is no 
point of uncharitableneſs in Mr. Hall, and the aſſembly, 
to caſt us off from their — The queſtion then 
' my ** ; is, 
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1 
is, whether the opinions we entertain concerning the 
holy trinity be ſuch as render us unworthy of chriſtian 
communion, or whether the goſpel has made it neceſ- 
fary for men to believe the doctrine of our brethren, 
in order to their having a right to communion in the 
church of Chriſt. If the goſpel has any where ſaid, that 
a man is not to be locked vyap as a chriſtian, or meet 
for chriſtian communion, unleſs he teaches the doftrine 
of the trinity, in the ſame anner and words as our bre- 
thren do ; then they have an authority from Chrift to 
caſt us off from their communion. But if the goſpel has 
not any where ſaid, that tis neceſſary to communion for 
us to think and ſpeak of the trinity as our brethren do: 


then it is not in their power to make it neceſſary, and 


they are really uncharitable if they do. And I ſhall 
ſhew afterward, that this is not neceflary, and ſo that 


our brethren are defective in the point of charity in their 


dealings with us. | 

Nr. Ball would juſtify himſelf and the aſſembly, in 
their ſpeakin —— words of us, and of our opinions, 
by the example of biſhop Hall, and other divines of 
the laſt age, who did not ſtick to call Arianiſin by the 
names of Hereſy, and Hhelliſi doctrine. But he was 
aware, that their example would not convince us of the 
lawfulneſs of their behaviour. And he honeſtly adds, 
that he allows, we are to follow no man but Feſus Chriſt, 

. 5- So that his citing 126 divines, is, by his own con- 
Mon to no purpoſe, unleſs Chriſt alſo has condemned 
Arianiſin, as hereſy and helliſh doftrine. Upon which 
account tis not worth my while to take any further notice 


of his authorities. I ſhall only add, that though Mr. 


Ball owns that Chriſt's example and authority is the 
whole in this caſe, yet he does not ſo much as a 
that Chriſt ever ſpoke of our opinions as helliſh doctrine. 
Ithe had known that Chriſt had thus. condemned them, 


Mr. Ball would rather have quoted him, than thoſe 
modern divines he has refer'd to. But his having cho- 


ſen to quote theſe without quoting Chriſt, is a ſuffici- 


ent proof, that he does not know that Chriſt ever con- 


demn'd us. : n 21 
Mr. Hall complains, p..6...* We are never told what 
who openly. deny the 
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« charity we muſt ſnew to me 


* wor- 
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ee worſhip what they declare not to be the true God.” 
I anſwet ; whatever charity is, or is not, to be ſhewn to 
men of this character, it is plainly Is >" of charity to 
accuſe men of 1 Wee which they do not 
hold, and of denying doctrines, which they do not de- 
He infinuates a charge againſt us, as if we denied 
thi oper Godhead of our Lord Jefas Chrift. But up- 


on this occafion I muſt complain that he has not done 


us juſtice, and has falfly accuſed us. I would defire to 
know of him, what he means by the Godhead of Chriſt. 
If by the Godhead of Chriſt he means (as his brethren 
have conſtantly explain'd it, and himſelf alſo * 
in particular) a difference, or different relation in the 
one God, even his knowledge of himſelf, he might 
eaſily have perſuaded himſelf, that it is very uncharita- 
ble to charge us as denying the proper Godhead of 
Chriſt. For we, as heartily as our brethren, believe 
that God has a perfect knowledge of himſelf ; and we 
are very far from denying that this knowledge of God is 
related to Chriſt. We own, that the man Chriſt Jeſus 
was truly related to God, which is what our brethren 
mean when they talk of the union of the deity and hu- 
man nature of Chriſt, as Mr. Euty has obſerved, De- 


fence, p. 62. Mr. Ball's accuſing us of denying the proper 


Gadhead of Chriſt, is raiſing a mere controverſy about 
words. By Godhead in the ſcripture, we think is meant, 


a perſon's having authority over us, and being to be wor- 


iped and obeyed by us, in conſequence of, and in pro- 


portion to that authority. We readily acknowledge what 


we think the ſcripture has declared to be the pro 
P Pet. 


\Godhead of Chriſt. We own, that the ſoul of the 


fiah is now advanced to an authority over all the crea- 
tures, and is to be worſhiped and obeyed by them, #. e. 
that he 1s our God, or Kin , and the God or King of 
all the creatures. And we further own alſo, what our 
brethren themſelves call the proper Godhead of Chriſt, 
whether they mean, that he is related to God ; or whe- 
ther they call ſomething in the one Gad, by the name 
of the Godhead of Chriſt. We do not in the leatt deny 
the thing. All that we want to have proved is, that 
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when the ſcripture calls Chriſt, a God, it means the ſame . 
as they ſuppoſe it doth. But whether it doth, or doth 
not, the thing is certain, that the man Jeſus Chriſt 
was related to God, and conſt equently to that particular 
thing in God, which our brethren call the divine nature 
of Chriſt ; and that this particular difference or relation, 
being ſomething in the one God, is really divine in the 
higheſt ſenſe of the word. Since theſe things are fo, 
the charity, which Mr, Ball ſhould ſhew to us, is, that 
he ſhould no longer accuſe us of denying the proper 
N of Chriſt, and repent of his having already 
One it. | 
As to his other charge, which he has brought againſt 


Aus, that we do worſhip what we declare not to be the true 


God; the real fact is this. We worſhip the one God, 
the whole of that infinite ſpirit, with all the differences 
and relations that are in him, And ſo we worſhip, with 
ſupreme worſhip, what our brethren call, the divine na- 
ture of the ſon, and the holy Ghoſt, though we do not 
call thoſe different relations in God by theſe names. 
And beſides this worſhip Wer to the one God, to the 
whole of the one infinite ſpirit, we worſhip the ſoul of 
the Meſſiah, or Jeſus Chriſt, as now exalted at the 
right hand of God. And that there is nothing odd or 
idolatrous in this, our brethren may eaſily ſee, if they 
will pleaſe to confider, that we offer no other worſhip 
to Chriſt Jeſus, beſides what the ſcripture has required, 
and what tis agreeable to the nature of things we ſhould 


ay to him. He can always hear us, and is able to do 


r us all we can ask. It is very plainly allowable to ask 
of any perſon whatſoever, who hears us, any thing that 
he is able and authoris'd to beſtow. If, when St. Peter 
and the angel were walking together, any man had 
come to ſeize St. Peter, might he not very lawful- 
Iy have beg'd the angel, or prayed to the angel, that he 
would ſtand by him, and fave him from that man? And 
if ſuch a caſe had happen'd, and the angel had reall 
ſaved him, would it not have been decent in St. Peter 
to have ſaid, Sir, I thank you? But if Peter had 
thank'd the angel for what the angel never did, or had 
ask d him to do what he was not able, or was not au- 
thoris'd to do, therein Peter would have done amiſs, 
And we ſhould now act amiſs, if we beg'd an angel to help 


1 
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us, or thank'd him for his hel ; becauſe the angel does 


not hear us, or at leaſt we do not know that he does. 
It would be very fooliſh and impertinent for me here in 
my cloſet to beg the King to do me a favour ; becauſe. 
he is many miles diftant from me, and cannot hear me. 
But if I was preſent with his majeſty, and he could hear 
me, it W not be at all improper to pray to him, or 
to beg him to do me ſuch a favour, as tis in his power 
to do. In like manner, it cannot be any thing abſurd, 
but the moſt reaſonable thing in the world, for us to ask 
of Chriſt, I mean of the ſoul of Chriſt, any thing that 
he is able, and authoriſed, to do for us. That Chriſt 


can hear our prayers, and know our moſt ſecret defires, 


before we utter them, 1s beyond queſtion with us, 
fince he himſelf has ſaid, J am he who ſearcheth the 
reins and hearts, Rev. ii. 23. i. e. I do ſearch them *. 
This we interpret concerning the ſoul of Chriſt, now 
exalted to God's right hand. And of the ſame ſoul of 
Chriſt, we think it is ſaid, that all authority in heaven 
and in earth is given to him, Mat. xxviii. 18. This 
man Chriſt Jeſus is the one mediator between God and 
men, 1 Tim. ii. 5. Through him God conveys all the 
bleſſings of his covenant to his people. This man is in 
himſelf ſo great and glorious a being as that he is able, 
by the ſame ſtrength by which he made the world, 


to diſpoſe of all things in it, as he pleaſes. And God 


has now inveſted him with an authority to do every thing 
that is neceſſary to promote the ſalvation of them that 
believe in him. Is it not then very fit and reaſon- 
able, that we ſhould pray to him for help, prote- 
&ion, pardon, and ſalvation, when he is able to be- 
ſtow theſe things upon us ? If our brethren did entertain 
ſuch worth oY exalted thoughts of the glorious ſpirit 
which dwelt in the body of the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, as 
we do, they would ſoon ſee, that there is nothing Fa 
. ur 
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* I am he abo ſearcheth, does not ſignify, I am the ſupreme 


ſearcher, or any thing like that, but merely, I do ſearch. Thus 


John v. 39. thoſe words, They are they which teſtify, are na 


more than, they do teſtify. John vi. 63. It is the ſpirit cube 


quickeneth, is no more than, the ſpirit doth quicken, See alſo 


ly higher and more 


LY 
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ſurd in praying to and praiſing him, in the manner I 
have . reſented. bile" oy think ſo meanly of 
the foul of Chriſt as they do, they cannot imagine hi 
to be capable of hearing and anſwering them. But let 
them once learn of us to think highly of So foul of Chriſt, 
and they will agree with us, that 'tis moſt reaſonable to 
worſhip him, as the Mediator between God and men. 

Having premiſed thus much, I am at leiſure to confider 
Mr. Balls charge againſt us, that 2ve wworfhip what wwe 


declare not to be true God. The real ftate of the caſe is 


this, that tho'ꝰ we eſteem the foul of Chriſt to be a vaſt- 


1 
yet we agree with Tn in thinking, that the ſou} of 
Chriſt is not the true, 1. e. is not the moſt high God. 
And therefore we do not worſhip the ſoul of Chriſt, as 
if it were the moſt high God. If we did, we own we 


ſhould be guilty of idolatry. But, as I have already 


ſhewn, there can be no evil in ying to and praiſi 
the exalted ſoul of Chriſt, . d as one peer d 
by God to rule and bleſs us. | 

And now we ſhall not be at a loſs to know what cha- 
rity Mr. Ball ſhould ſhew to us with regard to this af- 
fair. He feems to think, that no charity is due to us, 
but ſuch as is to be ſhewn to the enemies of God, that he 
muſt not delight in us, or connive at our wicked courſes. 
But I beg Mr. Hall ſeriouſly to conſider, wherein we 


have, more than our brethren, ſhewn our ſelves to be 


God's enemies. Have we not reaſon to complain of hard 


uſage, when we are thus repreſented to the world under 


the blackeſt character poſſible? What have we done to 
deſerve it? Does Mr. Ball really believe in his own con- 
ſcience, that we have made void the commandments of 
God, like the Phariſees, to whom he ſeems to compare 
us? He labours to juſtify his ſpeaking of us in ſuch a ſe- 
vere manner, by the example of our bleſſed Saviour, 
who bid his folloxters to beware of falſe prophets, who 
calls the Phariſees, blind leaders 7 the blind, and warns 
them of their falling into the ditch. From hence he ar- 
gues, © ſo that it is not againſt mo for us faithfully to 
« warn men of their danger, even of eternal damnation ; 
t whenin great points of religion, my apoſtatiſe from the 
« truth, and labour to propagate and eſtabliſh their own 
% contrary opinions. Now I readily grant, that tis a 


— 


orious being than our brethren do. 
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int of charity to warn men, in a friendly manner of 
or danger, eſpecially of their danger of damnation. 
But what is this to the affair of our opinions? Do we hold 
any opinions which expoſe us to damnation ? Have we 
apoſtatiſed from the truth in any great points ? If the 
entlemen of the church of Rome think fo, ſurely Mr. 
2 has no reaſon to entertain ſuch a thought of us. 
For I have ſhewed him already, that after all the diffe- 


rence there is between him and us in words, there is not 


any difference at all in our 1 5 and opinions, ex- 
y and honourably of the 
riſt Jeſus, or of the ſou] of the Meſſiah than Mr. 
Ball does; upon the account of which, it 1s preſumed, 
he will not treat us as apoſtates, or reckon us expoſed to 
damnation. Our Saviour's example will not bear him 
out in condemning us, unleſs he is ſure that we are apo- 
ſtates, falſe prophets, and blind leaders of the blind, as 
Chriſt was ſors that theſe characters belonged to the Pha- 
riſees. When Mr. Hall wrote theſe ſevere paſſages, he 
was not aware, how little difference there is between his 
notion and ours, and that therefore he cannot condemn 
us without condemning himſelf at the ſame time. But 
now I have ſhewn him the exact ſtate of the difference 
between him and us, and that our thoughts are more ho- 
nourable of Chriſt than his are, tis hoped, he will con- 
ſider this matter again, and ſee cauſe to retract all the 
hard ſpeeches which he has utter'd againſt us: and I 
hee ray God to forgive him. 

Mr. Ball adds, that our Saviour tells the eus that 
unbelief vould damn them, Mark xvi. 16. and that he 
himſelf «vas the /on of the _— But we cannot ſee to 
what purpoſe theſe truths are here mentioned, fince we 
molt heartily believe, that our deareſt Saviour is the Son 
of the bleſſed God, and that tis a damning fin for men, 
to whom the goſpel is authentickly reveal d, to disbe- 
lieve the goſpel. But will Mr. Ball pretend to fay, that 
we are fallen into any kind of win hb that will damn 
us ? He has not yet produced any text, which declares 
any article of faith neceflary to ſalvation which we disbe- 
lieve. And till he has done this, which I am ſure he 
never will, he is certainly uncharitable in accuſing us of 
ſuch unbelief. 


Mr, 


( 24 ) 


Mr. Ball, p. 7. tells us, that St. Paul would +> oy 
Jace to falſe teachers, and reproved Peter as a diflem- 
ler, and yet was not uncharitable. And Mr. Ball 

knows the reaſon why this was not uncharitableneſs, was, 

becauſe thoſe, whom he thus cenſured, were really 
guilty of the faults, for which he blamed them. But 
is will not bear out Mr. Ball in accuſing us of crimes 
of which we are not, and never were, guilty. | 
Mr. Ball, p. 8. complains, that he has earneſtly deſi- 
red information, yet no one- has had the charity to ſhew 
him wherein he has erred. Of whomſoever he has 


defired this in vain, I am ſure, it has not been of us. For 


he well remembers, that ſeveral of our friends, both by 


letter and in converſation, have earneſtly defired him to in- 
form them what that truth 1s, which he ſays it is neceſſary 
to their ſalvation for them to believe, and to convince 
them of their errors, if they are fallen into any. But 
Mr. Hall has refuſed to anſwer them upon theſe heads, 
and yet pretends to vindicate his charity. But I beg him 
to confider, what charity there can be in telling men 
that they hold dangerous and deſtructive errors, and yet 
not take the opportunity that 1s given him, to convince 
them ? And the more dangerous he thinks our opinions 
to be, the leſs excuſe can A made for his filence, when 
he has been deſired to ſpeak. And when he has thus 
refuſed to anſwer others, he cannot, with any good grace, 
complain that others refuſe to anſwer him. But I am 


| _ amazed at this 3 when I call to mind a 


etter which the Rev. Mr. Earle is ſaid to have wrote 
to him ſome time ſince, in anſwer to one of theſe his 
earneſt defires. Whether the anſwer gave him any in- 


Formation and ſati faction, or whether he wrote any re- 


Ply to it, he himſelf beſt knows. 

Mr. Ball next proceeds to ſpeak of the peace of the 
church, and them that are to be eſteem'd the breakers 
of it. And upon this occaſion he ſays ſome things, which, 
in the general, are very true, but not at all to the pur- 
poſe of our caſe. We own, 1t 18 not any harm to appear 
againſt dangerous errors. But it is incumbent on Mr. 

all to prove that we are fallen into dangerous errors, 
which he has not yet done, and, as I have ſhewn, never 
can, unleſs he at the ſame time involves himſelf in the 
ſame 121 | 1 8 
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Aſter all that he has ſaid in his 2d chapter, he has not 
ſpoken one word to the ain point relating to this affair 
breaking the peace of the church. The reaſon why 
we accuſe | and his brethren of breaking the peace of 
the church is, becauſe they have made ſuch things neceſ- 
to men's holding ſociety and communion with the 

as Chriſt Jeſus has not made neceſſary to chriſtian com- 
munion. Mr. Ball will own, that the Papiſts are charge- 
able with having broken the peace of the church, = 
cauſe they have required unſcriptural terms of commu- 
nion, both of the clergy and laity. Hereby they have 


made diviſions in the church contrary to the doctrine 


they had learn'd of the apoſtles. And to this practice of 
theirs, no doubt Mr. Bal} has often applied thoſe words 
of God, as all proteſtants have done, in vain do they 
worſhip me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of 
men, Mark vii. 7. Now of this very fault we accuſe Mr. 
Ball and his brethren. 'They cannot but be ſenſible, 
that they have no expreſs 2 or example in all the 
ſcripture, to warrant the doxologies they continually uſe 
in their worſhip. They may eatily ſee, that there are 
but four ſorts of doxologies in the new teſtament, vis. 
to the Father; to the Son; to the Father and Son; and 
to the Father through the Son: there is no inſtance of 
any other kind. When therefore they go beyond the 
rule, and uſe other kinds of doxologies, they truly reach 
for doctrines the commandments of men, and in thoſe 
particular inſtances they w—_ God in vain. | 
means of their unſcriptural doxologies they broke the 
ace of congregations, which might have remain'd firm, 
if they would have confin'd themſelves to the forms laid 
down in ſcripture for their imitation. 
It will be here ſuggeſted, perhaps, that tho' they have 
= kind of doxologies, nor any ex- 
ample of them in the ſcripture ; yet their doctrine of the 
holy trinity warrants them to make uſe of them. It is 
(ſay they) a neceſſary conſequence of their doctrine, that 
they ſhould aſcribe glory to the Father, to the Son, and 
to the holy Ghoſt. But before they can vindicate their 
uſing ſuch doxologies in publick, they muſt prove, that 
they are a neceſſary conſequence of the ſcripture- doctrine; 
which will not be admitted. For if they were, wo 
ſhould have had examples of them in the new * 
oy | 7" 3 Were 


(26) 
Were not the apoſtles of our Lord, and our Lord him- 
ſelf, fully capable of diſcerning the neceſſary conſequences 
of real truth, and of ſcripture-doctrine as well as our 
brethren ? If the ſcripture-doctrine concerning the holy 
Ghoſt did neceſſarily imply, that we ought to give glory 
to him, can it be thought, that our Saviour and his a 
ſtles would have overlook'd this neceſſity, and have left 
us without any the leaſt hint of it? If it were a — 
ry conſequence of the ſcripture-doctrine, the apoſtles 
ought to have acted according to it. Whereas the real 
fack is, that tho' there are twenty two doxologies in the 
new teſtament; there is not one in which glory is given 
to the Holy Ghoſt. This ſhews, that the apoſtles did 
not think it to be neceſſary. And then our brethren are 
to be blamed for their making it a neceſſary term of com- 
munion with them, and for thereby breaking the peace 
of the church, and cauſing diviſions in it. When Mr. 
Ball and his brethren attempt to vindicate themſelves on 
this head, it will not be duflicult to ſhew, that the ſame 
leas will defend the papiſts in adoring the bread at the 
Lord's table. For tho' the ſcripture has not expreſly re- 
uired them to adore the bread ; yet they will — 81 


that this adoration of the bread is a neceſſary conſequence 
of the doctrine of its being 3 into the body of 


Chriſt, and of his being there preſent in it. If this do- 
ctrine of tranſubſtantiation were a real truth, I make no 
doubt, but that the ſcripture would, in conſequence of 
that doctrine, have expreſly required us to worſhip the 
conſecrated bread. For if Chriſt's whole perſon were re- 
ally preſent in the bread at the Lord's ſupper, it would be 
the moſt reaſonable thing in the world, that the ſcrip- 
ture ſhould require us to adore him there. Therefore, 
fince 1t has not required ſuch adoration of the elements, 
it plainly appears, that Chriſt is not — reſent 
in them; and they that teach ſuch adoration of the ele- 
ments, do truly teach for doctrines of chriſtianity the 
commandments of men, and thereby cauſe diviſions in 
the church, and break the peace of it. 

In this ſame chapter, p. 11. Mr. Ball ſpeaks to the 
head of perſecution, and well ſays, (that the perſecuti- 


„ ons we read of in ſcripture were the depriving men of 


liberty, life, goods, or good name, for the ſake of reli- 
gion; and then he adds, that he do not come up to <p 
| ow 
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Now 'tis true, our brethren have not been able to de- 


prive us of our lives, to put us in priſon, or to confiſcate 


our goods. But I am very much miſtaken, if they have 
not done what lay in their power, to deprive us of our 
good name, when they call'd us Ariaus, taught the mob 
to inſult us as ſuch, and repreſented us as denying Chriſt, 
as enemies to God, &c. And there are many families 


which can teſtify, that they have been deprived of many 


good things of this world, of part of their trade and main- 
tenance, for the ſake of their adhering to liberty and 
truth. Beſides that many, to ſave themſelves from 
ſuch evils, have been conſtrain'd to forſake us. Mr. 
Ball knows inſtances enough of theſe things; how- 
ever he did not happen to think of them, when he 
wrote this paragraph. Were none deprived of their goods 


when the miniſters were turn'd out of their pulpits, and 


the people out of their ſeats in their place of worſhip ? 


Was there no ſuch thing as depriving people of their 


goods, when Mr. Ball himſelf ask'd, at the ſubſcribing 
aſſembly, whether one had a mind to ruin himſelf, by 
refuſing to ſubſcribe ? But I had rather, if poſſible, draw 
a veil over theſe things; and ſhould never have menti- 
on'd them more, if I had not been forced to do it. 

Mr. Ball does not ſeem to know the reaſon, why the 
late great and excellent Mr, Peirce compar'd the ma- 
nagement of the aſſembly and ejectors to that of the in- 
quiſitors in Spain. The reaſon is, becauſe though they 
could not vſe us with all imaginable cruelty while aliue, 
and at laſt put us to death with all the terrors they could, 
contrive, yet they, like the inquiſitors of Spain, did real- 
ly 7 3 their brethren for their conſcience ſake, and 

id ſeek to draw forth a confeſſion of our opinions from 
us, in order to condemn us out of our own mouths, when 
no one appear'd to bear witneſs againſt us. And Mr. 
Ball too well knows this to be true to diſpute it. 7 

Mr. Ball next e to ſpeak of ordination, and 
the terms of it. And here he might have ſpared many 
words, if he had been pleas d to = notice, that in the 

eneral doctrine relating to this affair, we do not differ 

m him. This Mr. Peirce told him a long while fince, 
whoſe words I ſhall tranſcribe. The ſum of what Mr. 
* Enty ſays in a great many words, is, I think, briefly 
this: That they are limited to ordain faithful men, 


D 2 « and 


689 
it and that they muſt judge whether they are ſo; that 
they cannot therefore be ſatisfied to ordain perſons 
* without knowing what their notions are, or when up- 
% on knowing them they apprehend them to be deftru- 
« Qive to the ſouls of men. Now all this I readily grant, 
<. nor do I know any who care to be concern'd in an or- 
dination without ſuch ſatisfaction.But the true que- 
e ſtion here, if Mr. Euty, (and I add Mr. Ball) would 
„ mind it, is, whether I may inſiſt upon a perſon's bein 

<« ofa particular notion, which God does not inſiſt upon 

_—y gar s perhaps take a notion to be neceſſary which is not, 
or which perhaps is falſe, and my erroneous conſcience 
* will bind me in this caſe. But ſtill, as far as I go be- 
10 15 the divine warrant in inſiſting upon any thing, ſo 
« far I aflume a juriſdiction over another man's conſci- 
c ence; and therefore every man's buſineſs is to be ve- 
& ry careful, that he inſiſts upon no terms as neceſſary, 
< which he is not abſolutely ſure that God inſiſts upon 
« as ſuch”. Anſwer to Mr. Enty's defenſe of the aſ- 
ſembly, p. 26, 27. The queſtion then between our bre- 
thren and us, is, whether the doctrine, which they re- 
quire men to own and ſubſcribe when they came to be 
ordain'd, be a doctrine that God has inſiſted upon as a 
Sy term of ordination ? If God has any where ſaid, 
in the holy fcripture, that a man ſhall not be ordain'd, 


unleſs or# whey es to believe, that the Father, the Word, 


and the Holy Ghoſt are the one God; then our brethren 
are very juſt in demanding this profeſſion of all whom 
they ordain. But if the ſcripture has no where ſaid, as 
every one knows, it has not ſaid, that it is neceſſary to 
ordination, to profeſs that the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Ghoſt are the one God ; then our brethren, in re- 


quiring this profeſſion, aflume an exorbitant authority o- 


yer the conſciences of men. | 

There are, tis true, ſome things neceſſary to the mi- 
_ niſtry, which are not neceſſary for every private chriſtian, 

as good ſenſe, a tolerable ſtock of learning, and aptneſs 

to teach, Ec, But as to the affair of faith, there is no 

more neceſſary for a miniſter than for a private chriſtian, 


Whatever faith is neceſſary to ſalvation, is equally ne- 


ceſſary to the ſalvation of all men, whether mini- 
ters or not. And that faith, which is ſufficient to 
conſtitute — chriſtian, is ſufficient, as far as faith 


Fa 
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can do it, to conſtitute a man a miniſter. That this 
is ſo, our brethren will not diſpute. They have pro- 
feſsd to act upon this perſuaſion. They have declared 
their opinion to be, that tis neceflary to a man's bei 

ordain'd, that he ſhould profeſs to believe, that the Fa- 
ther, Son and Holy Ghoſt, are the one God. And at 
the ſame time, they have determined, that it is neceſſa- 


ry to communion in the Church for private chriſtians to 


profeſs the ſame. So that they own, that the ſame faith 
is requiſite in both miniſters and people. The queſti- 
on then is, what faith is neceſſary to conſtitute a man a 


chriſtian, and is neceſſary to ſalvation ? All that is ſo, our 


brethren may honeſtly oblige them whom they ordain, to 
profeſs, but no more. But whatever the neceſſary faith is, I 
am very ſure, their particular doctrine is not a part of it. 
Upon this occaſion I would ſet my ſelf to conſider, 
what articles of faith are neceſſary to be believed by 
chriſtians in general, and by miniſters in particular. 
Beſides the belief of one God, which is neceſſary to all 
religion, the chriſtian religion obliges us to believe that 
Jeſus of Nazareth was a prophet or teacher, come from 
God. This is the firſt and great article of the chriſtian re- 
ligion as ſuch. But this is not all that chriſtians are requi- 
red to believe. Mr. Ball, I imagine, guns miſtook the 
meaning of thoſe men, whom he repreſents as teachi 
that it is, p. 25. Mr. Locke, in his admirable diſco 
of the ty eee of chriſtianity, and in the defen- 
ſes of it, advanced, that the belief that Jeſus is the 
Meſſiah is that faith which conſtitutes a man a chriſtian. 


But does Mr. Fall think, that this is the only propoſition 
Mr. Locke ſuppoſes a chriſtian bound to believe ? If he 


does, he has greatly miſtaken Mr. Locke's deſign. He 
thinks, that when once a man believes, that Jeſus is the 

rophet, and the anointed of God, he is immediately 
bound in conſcience to believe every article that he can 
find Chriſt has revealed to the world. Nay, the truth 
is, when we do ſincerely believe (and if faith be not 


ſincere, tis no faith at all) that Jeſus is the true prophet 


of God, we do neceſſarily, whether we will or no, be- 

lieve every thing, which ve find Chriſt has revealed to 

us. Let the propoſition, in it /e}f, be of ever ſo great, or 

of ever ſo little im ce, as long as we believe, that 

Chriſt has revealed it, tis neceflary for us to aſſent . 
| t 


( 9») 
that propoſition, as much as to any other whatſoever : 


Since, it we deny that to be a truth, which we believe 
Chriſt has revealed, we thereby make him a liar, and ſo 


deny him to be the prophet and Chriſt of God. For in- 


ſtance, it is a thing of no manner of importance in it 
ſelf, to believe, that men builded in the days of Lot. 
But fince we are perſuaded that Jeſus has ſaid they did, 
Luke xvii. 28. tis no longer an indifferent thing whe- 
ther we believe it or not. Our believing him to be the 


_ Chriſt neceſſarily obliges us to believe, that this parti- 


cular thing, which he ſaid, is certainly true. In like 
manner our believing him to be a true prophet of God 
obliges and ingages us to believe every thing which aue 
can find he has ſaid concerning himſelf his natures, his 
Jove, his ſufferings and exaltation, concerning his father, 
the holy Spirit, the old teſtament, things to come, and 
every thing elſe whatſdever. 
This matter may be well illuſtrated by a parallel caſe. 
The believing that Moſes was a true prophet of God im- 
mediately conſtituted a man, a Jew. But when a man 
was convinced of thus much, he would not think, that 
he had now all the faith he needed. For this article in- 
cluded many others in it. And the believer in Moſes 
would immediately ſee himſelf obliged to believe all 
the doctrines that he could find Moſes had taught. 

In like manner, we have always declared, that as a 


man's believing that 7eſus is rhe Chriſt, immediately | 


conſtitutes him a chriſtian ; ſo when he is a chriſtian, 
he is bound to believe and hear Chriſt in all that Chrift 
fays to him. Indeed the opinions of another are not to 
be a guide tous. We are to examine and Judge for our 
ſelves what thoſe things are which Chriſt has taught. 
There are ſome in the world, who think that Chriſt has 
taught the doctrine of tranſubſtantiation. And as long 
as they really believe that Chriſt has taught it, tis ne- 
neſſary to their ſalvation for them to believe it: inaſmuch 
as it would be a damning ſin for them to believe a do- 
cttine to be falſe, as long as they believe that tis a do- 
Arine of Chriſt. For this would be to make Chriſt a 
liar, and to deny that he is the Meſſiah, and a true pro- 


phet. But on the other hand, while we do not believe 


that Chriſt has taught the doctrine of tranſubſtantiation, 
our not believing the truth of that doctrine does not in- 
terfere 
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terfete with our regard to Chriſt. Though we do not 


believe tranſubſtantiation, yet we may truly believe, 
that Jeſus is the Chriſt for all that. Thus we may tru- 
ly. believe, that Jeſus is the Chrift, and conſequently 
believe the- truth of every thing, which we think he 
has revealed, though we do not | elieve a particular do- 
ctrine taught by dur brethren, which we cannot find to be 
taught by our Saviour. The general doctrine, that 
Jeſus is the Chriſt, 1s, I think, truly fundamental, and 
neceſſary to be believed by every man that would be 
ſaved. But the belief of a particular doctrine may be 
neceſſary to the ſalvation of one man, who thinks it is a 
doctrinè of Chriſt, and not neceſſary to the ſalvation of 
another, who cannot find that Chriſt has revealed it. 
Let us next examine whether our Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
has, by any particular declaration, made the believi 
that the Father, Word and Spirit are the one God, 4 
neceſſary condition of the ſalvation of men. If he has 
declared it to be neceſſary, our brethren will own, it 
muſt be declared in the writings of the new teſtament. 
But where is the declaration written? Is it any where 


ſaid in all the bible, whoſoever believes, that the Fa- 


ther, Son, and Spirit, are the one God, ſhall be ſaved; 
or whoſoever does not believe this, ſhall be damned 7 
The reader knows, there is no ſuch text to be found. 
I ask then, is it not ſtrange, our brethren ſhould be ſo 

ſitive, that this is a neceſſary article of faith, when 
Chriſt hath not any where ſaid, it is? nor does Mr. Ball 
ſo much as pretend he does. | 

But let a — will be neceſſary to ſalvation, I am ſure, 
our brethren have not the leaſt room to ſuggeſt, that we 
are fallen into any dangerous error. That which they 
fay is neceſſary to ſalvation, we believe as well as them- 


ſelves, as I have plainly ſhewn. Their propoſition is, 


that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are the one God. 
Their meaning is, as they themſelves have univerſall 
agreed to explain it (both they who call themſelves, 


real, and thoſe that are called, Nominal Trinitarians) 


that three differences in the one God do together conſti- 
tute the one God, or that the one God, beſides his ſub- 


ſtance, has in him original wiſdom, a knowledge of, 


and love to himſelf This is what is ſaid to be neceſ- 


fary to be believed ; and this we very heartily do believe. 


1 


As to the things wherein we differ from them, ſurely 
they themſelves will not ſay, that we therein hold any 
dangerous error. I ap e, it is not 1 to our 


ſalvation that we ſhould think more highly, and more 
honourably of the ſoul of Chriſt than they do. Nor do 
I imagine, they will declare it is neceſſary to ſalvation 
to believe, that hey have given the true ſenſe of the 
words, Father, Son, or Word, and Spirit in the holy 
ſcriptures. Since we are agreed with them as to the 
Þfri ne it ſelf ; it cannot be thought hazardous to our 
ſalvation, that we do not expre/$5 it in the ſame words 
as they do. The main thing is the doctrine it ſelf. 
Tis of ſmall importance in what words it is expreſs'd. 
It will not be thought to be a damnable error in us to 
imagine, that the words, fee us, Chriſt, Logos, &c. in 
the new teſtament, never ſignify God's knowledge of 
himſelf. Surely it is not a dangerous miſtake to think, 
that the words, Zeſus, Chriſt, Logos, &e. in the ſcri 
ture, 5 8 2 more than the ſoul, or the — 
and ſoul of the Meſſiah: as long as we own that God has 
really a knowledge or idea of himſelf, which is moſt tru- 
ly divine and infinite. Let our brethren conſider mat- 
ters in this light; and I am perſuaded they will no 
more accuſe us of denying any neceſſary truth, or of be- 
ing fallen into any pernicious errors. That which 
has made them think, we held pernicious errors, 1s, 
that they interpreted our words, not in the ſenſe, . in 
which we uſe them, but in the ſenſe in which them- 
ſelves have always uſed them. Thus if any of us have 
ever denied that Chriſt is the ſupreme God, they have 
miſtaken us, by underſtanding both the word, Chriſt, 
and the word God, in a ſenſe very different from that 
in which we underſtand them. Their ſenſe of this pro- 
133 is, that God's ſubſtance, together with his reflex 
owledge of himſelf, is the ſupreme, infinite, and e- 
ternal being. And truly, if any men do deny this, I 
ſhould not only think them guilty of a very dangerous 
error, but alſo downright diſtracted. Whereas in our 
ſenſe of the word Kam". it will be own'd, that the ſoul 
of the Meſſiah is not the ſupreme, infinite, and eternal 
being. When we ſay Chriſt is a God, we mean the ſame 
as the four London-Miniſters do, who ſay, The Me- 
« diator, nay, the very nan Chriſt Feſus might 2 
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« and perhaps, often has the name of [God] put 
<< upon him.” And they explain the word, God, here 


as ſignifying, One that bears the commiſſion, and 


4 in the name, and with the authority of God.“ 
P. 23. If then theſe four divines, Mefl. Tong, Robin- 
ſon, Reynotds, and Smith were not fallen into a dan- 


gerous error, when they thus interpreted the words of 


ſcripture, neither can we be thought to be in that ſtate 
upon the account of our interpreting thoſe words in the 
ſame manner. 

Upon the occaſion of what has been {aid, that the 
moſt of the controverſy between our brethren and us 
is merely a controverſy about words, while we agree in 
our inward thoughts abſtracted from words, it may be 
asked, why we do not take the words in their ſenſe, and 
then ſpeak, as well as think, as they do ? why ſhould 
we raiſe a controverſy with them about the meaning of 
words, when it is eaſy to end it, by underſtanding their 
words in their manner? I anſwer, tis a controverſy of 
ſome importanee, though it be moſtly about words ; 
as tis about the meaning of both common, and ſcripture 
words. Suppoſe I met a man, who ſtiffly maintained, 
that zhree and three made ten. He explains his terms 
thus; the word three, according to him, fignifies the 
fame number as is the number of the fingers on one 
hand. And the word ten, with him, fignifies the ſame as 
with us, a number equal to the number of the fingers on 
both hands. If I found a man obſtinate in this uſe of the 
word, three, I would own, that, in his ſenſe, three and 
three do make ten. And yet I would not, in an abſo- 
late ſenſe, fign this propofition, hree and three make 
ten. For if I ſhould fign it thus generally, without any 
caution, it would imply, that this was true in the con- 
mon ſenſe of the en three; which is notoriouſly falſe : 
fince tis true only in the ſenſe of that one particular 
man. In like manner, I now declare my belief, that 
(in the ſenſe, in which our brethren have explained 
the words) the Father, Son, and Spirit, i. e. three dif- 
ferences in the one God taken together, are the one God. 
But then I would not ſign this propoſition without ſuch 
133 limitation and explication: becauſe if I ſhould, 

ſhould thereby imply, that I believed thoſe words, 


Father, Son, and Spirit, * uſed, in the ſcripture, 


to 


<> 
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ill Mr. Ball and his friends ſhall 


(34) | 
to fignify three differences in the one God; whereas I 
do not believe any ſuch thing. So that to avoid the fin 
of lying and prevaricating, I muſt refuſe to aſſent to the 
aſſemblies propoſition, without declaring at the ſame 
time, that 1 do not ſuppoſe the words in their pro 
fition fignify the ſame as I think they fignify in the - 
ly ſcriptures. And fince theſe words, Father, Wor, 
or Son, and Spirit, are ſcripture words, it is fit we 
ſhould conſtantly uſe them in that ſenſe, in which we 
think the writers of the ſcripture have uſed them. 
Otherwiſe we ſhould throw our ſelves, and thoſe with 
whom we converſe, into the greateſt confuſion, by uſi 
the ſame words ſometimes in our brethrens lente, an 
at other . when we are reading the ſcriptures) 
in one very different and — a . 
Upon the whole it appears, that which our brethren 
inſiſt upon as neceſſary to communion and ordination 
beſides what they and we are agreed in) is that we 
ould acknowledge, that the words, Father, Word, 
or Con, and Spirit, are uſed in the ſcripture in the ſame 
ſenſe, in which they have explained them. But how 
true ſoever this might be; yet ſurely no one will ſup- 
e it to be a damnable error in us to think, that thoſe 
avords in the ſcripture have a different meaning from 
that, in which our brethren (who are fallible as well as 
we) underſtand them. When they conſider theſe things 
again, I hope, they will lay aſide their teſts, and require 
no man to aſſent to any propoſition beſides what is ex- 
reſſed in the very words of ſcripture. By expreſſing it in 
any other terms, they will oblige a man to declare that the 
have rightly interpreted the words of ſcripture, as well 
as that their abſtract opinion is a real truth. And 'tis 
very evident, while a man 7 be able to do this, he 
cannot always do the other. much has been ſaid to 
ſuch excellent purpoſe, by others againſt all unſcriptu- 
ral teſts, that it is needleſs to ſay any more about them, 
— anſwered what 
has been alleged againſt them. 


Mr. Ball would undertake to juſtify the aſſembly 
in impoſing horh their teſts on them that are to be or- 
dained, viz. That the Father, Word, and holy Ghoſt, 
are the one God, and that the belief of this article is of 

great importance; and does it by ſaying, that he never 
| ye 


yet heard any thing asd of a candidate, that was 4 
nicety, or a peculiar opinion; but thoſe. things in «which. 
the reformed churches ars generally agreed. But why 
ſhould the agreement of a particular ſet of churches be 


thought ſufficient to warrant our brethren in requiring a 


man to ſubſcribe any unſcriptural tion ? Mr. 


Sall's reaſon perhaps is, becauſe he them to be 
reformed churches. And, I thank God, ſo they are 


in many things. But before their authority can be of 


any weight in this particular caſe, he muſt prove, that 
they are reformed in this particular doctrine, and in thy 
manner of expreſſing it : fince otherwiſe we _ not 
to pay any regard to them in this affair. And when he 
ſhall have proved from the ſcripture, that the reformed 
churches are as far reformed as they need be in their 
manner of expreſſing the doctrine of the trinity, and in 
the affair of impoſing teſts, it will be needleſs to urge 
their agreement in theſe things: ſince when we know 
they ought to do ſo, we ſhould immediately conclude, 
that ve ought to do ſo too, without conſidering whether 
they actually do ſo or not. | 

Mr. Bal} asks, p. 15. Ought we not to put many 
« queſtions to a candidate about their [the papiſts] er- 
« rors, were they now ſpreading among us? wer, 
ſuppoſing the popiſſ errors were now ſpreading among us, 
that charity, which requires our brethren to rhink no 
evil, to believe all things, and to hope all things, ſhould 
hinder them from ſuſpecting, that any man has enter- 
tained thoſe errors, *till they have proof that he has. 
And they cannot have a right to force a man, by in- 
ſnaring queſtions, to accuſe himſelf. They may ſet be- 


fore him, whom they would examine, any propoſition 


expreſſed in God's own words, and require his aſſent 
thereto. And by this means they will find, that he 
believes all the articles that are neceflary to a man's be- 
ing a chriſtian and a miniſter : And, it will be hard to 
prove, that they have a power to require of him as ne- 
ceſſary, what is not neceflary, If ſuch a man afterward 
diſcovers any ill principles, or teaches the practice of 
2 it will be then time enough to paſs a cenſure 
. upon him. 

What L have faid is wonderfully confirmed by what 
Mr. Ball next adds. Had I been in the church of 
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© Galatia (he ſhould have ſaid churches of Galatia, as 
4e he does, p. 26.) could I have ordain'd a man with- 
4% out ſo much as asking of him, whether it were true 


« doctrine, that chriſtians muſt be circumciſed, or ele 
<& they could not be ſaved ?” I anſwer, Mr. Hall, if he 


had been in any one of the churches of Galatia, and 


now in any church wherein ſoever he ſhall be called to 
exerciſe the office of the 2 may ask ſuch a que- 
ſtion as would give him full ſatisfaction in this caſe. He 
might oblige thoſe, whom he had a right to examine, 
to ——— this ſaying of the inſpired apoſtle, In Chriſt 
Feſus neither circumciſion availeth any thing, nor un- 
circumciſion, but a new creature, Gal. vi. 15. or to de- 
clare his belief, that though ſome ſaid, Te muſt be cir- 
cumciſed and keep the law, it ſeemed good to the holy 
Ghoſt, to lay upon you no greater burden than theſe nece(ſa- 
ry things, &c. Acts xv. 24, 28. And when a man had 


declared his faith in theſe expreſſions, diftated by the 


holy Ghoſt himſelf, Mr. Hall ought to have acquieſced. 
So if Mr. Ball had been at Corinth, he might have ask- 
ed, and he now may ask, a candidate's faith, as to the 
reſurrection of the dead. And here alſo he has an ex- 
preſs text to lay before him, and to which he might re- 
quire the candidate to aſſent. So that theſe two caſes, 
wherein there are expreſs texts 'of ſcripture to be pro- 
duced, will not bear out Mr. Ball in requiring candi- 
dates or private chriſtians to profeſs their belief of any 
propoſition that is not expreſs d in ſcripturę words. | 

Mr. Ball very ſtrangely miſtakes the matter, when he 
repreſents us, P. 21. as expecting that their ſermons 
ſhould be altogether in the words of ſcripture. We 
were never ſo weak as to entertain ſuch a thought. He 
that preaches, muſt interpret ſcripture to the people, 
and exhort them to the practice of virtue. And this 
he muſt do in ſuch words as he thinks beſt adapted 
to anſwer the deſign of his preaching, and to expreſs 
what he thinks to be the truth. But it he ſhould make 
his explications and phraſes, terms of communion for the 
people, he would be guilty of the heinous crime of teach- 
ing for doctrines the commandments of men. 

As to the ſenſe of ſcripture, about which Mr. Ball 
ſpeaks much, it is very true, that the ſenſe of ſcripture 


is ſcripture. But then the queſtion is, whether it be 


his 


% P on, tO. A 


mine into 
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his ſenſe or mine, or neither? So that the authority he 


claims over candidates is, to oblige them to declare, that 
Mr. Ball gives the true ſenſe and interpretation of ſerip- 


ture; which is an authority too great to be given to any 


man or church, that is not infallible. Mr. Ball replies, we 
may be certain, though we are not infallible, p. 22. I an- 
ſwer, not to have any diſputes about words, I will own, 
that he may be certain 3 his ſenſe) of the meaning 
of many texts of ſcripture. The reaſon is, becauſe the 
ſenſe of them is ſo very plain and obvious, that no man in 
his ſenſes can miſtake it. In theſe caſes, every man 
takes the expreſſions of ſcripture in the ſame ſenſe with 
Mr. Ball, and therefore he need not ask them, in what 
ſenſe they take them. This is the caſe with reſpe@ to 
all thoſe articles that are neceſſary to ſalvation and com- 
munion. If a man declares, that Jeſus is the Chriſt, 
tis impoſſible he ſhould, while he ſpeaks truth, doubt 
of Jeſus his having a_commiſſion from God to ſay, and 
command whatev has ſaid and commanded 

which is the ſum of the chriſtian religion. He muſk 
then believe the truth of all the doctrines, which he can 
find Chriſt has taught, either in his own perſon, or b 

his apoſtles. And then to take Mr. Hall's inſtance, if 
any ſhould ſay, that the reſurrection is paſt already, 
I would not deſire any more than that ſuch a man 
ſhould ſubſcribe the 1 Cor. xv. particularly verſes 22, 
23, 24, where it is declared that all ſhall be made alive 
at Chriſt's coming, at the end when he ſhall have put 
down all rule, and when the laſt enemy, death, ſhall 


be deſtroy d. Nay, I would not expect he ſhould 


aſſent to theſe words of mine, but to the very words of 
the apoſtle in the very order in which the apoſtle hath 
ſet them. ; | 
Mr. Ball comes again to the buſineſs of idolatry, p. 16. 
and declares it to be a ſin to wor ſnip what we believe not 
4 be God, or to be but a God by office. I have ſpoken 
fully to this already. But fince he has thought fit to pro- 


| duce ſome texts of ſcripture, which he imagines make 


againſt our A met judge it will be nece to exa- 
e meaning of them. He firſt refers us to 


Gal. iv. 8. where the apoſtle tells us, it was the idolatry 
of the Gentiles to do ſervice unto them that by nature 
guere not Gods, i. e. the gentiles paid their worſhip to 

uch 
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ſuch beings, as ſovereign Gods, who had really no divi- 
nity; and to ſuch mediators as were never appointed by 
the true God. But are we guilty of any thing like either 
of theſe fins? Mr. Ball, I believe, is ſenſible, that in 
the worſhip which we pay to the foul of Chriſt, we da 
not conſider that foul of Chriſt as being the ſupreme 
God. And while we honour and worſhip this foul of 
Chriſt as really appointed by God to be the mediator be- 
tween God and us, we are not like the heathens who 
worſhiped falſe mediators. We have the command of 
God for what we do in this regard, he having required, 
that all nen ſhould honour the Son, even as they honour 


the Father. Tho' the Son muſt not he honoured as if 


he were the Father, and the ſoul of Chriſt muſt not be 
worſhiped as if he were the moſt high God; yet the 
man Jcſus Chriſt, as now exalted, muſt be worſhiped 
too, with ſuch a kind and degree of worſhip as is pro- 
portional to the height and extent of his authority. 

Mr. Ball imagines, and often repeats it, that the firſt 
commandment condemns our penn, and talks as if ſome 
were angry with him, for his having declared roundly for 
the firſt commandment, p. 23. But I aſſure him, we 
are fo far from being angry with him, or from thinking 
it a *e:ickedneſ5, that he has declared for the firſt com- 
mandment, that we ſhould think him guilty of a great 
fin if he had declared againſt it. We alſo heartily de- 
clare for the firſt commandment, as well as he. And 
fince he knew we did ſo, it was not fair to repreſent us 
as angry with him for doing it. The world will be ſen- 


Able, we have reaſon to complain, when we are thus 


treated. 5 
But let us ſee, what the meaning of the firſt command- 
ment is, and whether it condemns us or not. I take it 


for granted, that Mr. Pall does not agree with the Pa 


piſts in making what we call the firſt and ſecond com- 
mands to be but one command. If they are two diſtinct 
commands, then the things which are forbidden by them 
mult be different; it not being to be ſuppoſed, that in 
fo ſhort a ſet of laws, there ſhould be two precepts to for- 
bid the ſame thing. This will make it evident, that the 


Hirſt commandment forbids the worſhip of 1 other, be- 


ſides the one true God, as the moſt high God; while 
the ſecond forbids the worſhiping of the true God by 
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images, or mediators that are not a inted by himſelE 
The {cond commandment brbids the worl kipin the 
true God by falſe mediators : the firſt commandment 
therefore mult forbid ſomething different from this, even 
the worſhiping falſe Gods, or making other ultimate ob- 
jets of worſhip beſides the one true God. In this ſenſe 
tis neceſſary to underſtand the firft command; and in 
this ſenſe have divines and learned men underſtood it. 
And now wherein does the firſt commandment condemn 
us? Mr. Ball knows, that we believe in, and worſhip, 
as the ultimate object of worſhip, the ſame one infinite 


Spirit as he does, and no one elſe. And ſo we have not 


any other God before him. 'The worſhip we pay to the 
Mediator, conſider'd as Mediator, is not inconſiſtent here- 
with. We do not look upon the ſoul of Chrift to be the 
orginal giver of mercies, but to be imploy'd by the moſt 
high God to communicate mercies to us. Upon this ac- 
count, the moſt conſiderable of our brethren have de- 
clared that mediatorial worſhip is due to the man Chriſt 
Jeſus. And this is a neceſſary conſequence of his ha- 
ving all authority given him in heaven and in earth, as 
I have already x erved. 
There is one thing more which I would obſerve con- 
cerning this firſt commandment, and that is, that the 
words of it do not at all favour, but plainly contradict our 
brethren's way of talking, and confute their manner 
of interpreting the ſcripture. God ſays, T hou ſhalt have 
no other gods before me. As to this word, ne, I deſire 
to know, what our brethren think is meant thereby, 
whether the whole infinite Spirit, the one God, or elſe 
only one of thoſe differences they talk of in the one God, 
excluſive of the other two differences in the one God ? 
If they think that the word, ue, in the firſt command- 
ment ſignifies only one of the differences in the one God, 
which they call the Father, excluſive of the two other 


differences in him, which they call the Word, and the 


Spirit, then they will find it difficult to clear their prac- 
tice from the charge of being contrary to this command. 
For according to this interpretation, the Father here calls 


himſelf the one God, and forbids the Ferzvs to have any 


other God before him. But in the ſame ſenſe in which 
the father alone by himſelf ſtiles himſelf the one God, 
in the ſame ſenſe every thing, that is ſupreme God, and 


" 3 
yet not the Father, muſt be another God beſides him, 
And then it will be idolatry for our brethren to worſhip 
as ſupreme God that other thing befides the Father. But 
to fay the truth, 1t cannot be 5 to worſhip all the 
differences that are in the one God. And therefore the 
aforeſaid interpretation of the command (which implies 
the contrary) cannot be juſt. The word, ne, then muſt 
ſignify the whole of the one infinite Spirit, comprehending 
and including all the differences and relations that are 
in him. But this interpretation will reduce our brethren 
to great inconveniences alſo. The conſequence will be, 
that the words, Father, Son, and Spirit, as uſed in 
the ſcripture, do not ignify three differences in-one ſpi- 
rit, but three different ſpirits or beings. For if the 
word, ne, ſignifics the whole of the one infinite Spirit, 
the word, vs, muſt fignify ſomewhat more than the whole 
of that infinite Spirit ; and then when Chriſt ſpeaking of 
his Father and himſelf, uſes the word, s *, he thereby 
Mews that he ſpeaks of himſelf as being ſomewhat di- 
ſtinct from the one infinite Spirit, or the one God. This 
Mews, that we are right in thinking, that the words, 
Feſus, Chriſt, Logos, &c. in the new teſtament, do not 
fignify any thing in the one God, but a being, or ſpirit 
diſtinct from him, even the ſoul of the Meſſiah. And 
then tis plain, the commandment does not condemn us, 
fince we worſhip no other God beſides him: tho' we 
worſhip him thro' the mediator, whom he has appointed 
to receive our = at our hands, and to offer them 
up, for us, to God. | 7 | 
This view of the firſt commandment ſhews alſo, that 
the _ /*. ought to be uſed in our ſenſe, in this 
controverſy. The word perſon, anſwers to the words, 
J. thou, he, me, thee, him. Whoever can ſay, I, me, 
is a perſon : he to whom we can ſay, thou, thee, is a 
| Gn. Whoever can ſay, we, us, are more perſons 
khan one. Thus far we are agreed on both fides. But 
| now 
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* When Chriſt ſpeaks of his Father and of himſelf together, 
he always uſes the words, we, and ws. As Fohn xvii. 21. 
«© Thou Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they may be 
Lone in us”. So allo, ver, 22, and cap. xiv. 23, | 
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no mind the conſequence. Then that God, who = 
ſpeaks ip the firſt commandment, and uſes the word, | 
ine, is 2 


be called one ſingle perſon. And whatever, 

names are given to any three differences in this one per- 
ſon or ſpirit, they ought not to be called, perſons. 

The fame confiderations may be applied to the text. 


which Mr. Ball next mentions, p. 16. vis. Matt. iv. 10. 


Thou ſhalt worſvip the Lord thy God, and him only ſpalt 
thou ſerve. Thou ſhalt ſerve him only, i. e. one perſon 
only, not many perſons together. And that this text 
does not condemn ſubordinate worſhip paid to another 


| perſon or being diſtinct from God, 2 God has 
a 


commanded it, is plain from hence, that God did allow 
men to ſerve ſomething which was different from himſelf. 
1 pat the difficulty to Mr. Ball, and defire his ſolution. 
Chriſt ſays, Mar. iv. 10. him only ſpalt thou ſerve. St. 
Paul ſays (uſing the very ſame word Adlesu») Heb. xi. 
10, that the jeauiſh prieſts did ſerve the tabernacle. Surely 
the tabernacle was not God, nor any thing included in 
the one 'God. And yet, I depend upon it, Mr. Ball 
will not ſay, thoſe —_— were guilty of 1dolatry, or con- 
tradicted this command, when they ſerved the taberna- 
cle. What will Mr. Bal} plead in their excuſe ? I will 
make uſe of the ſame plea in defenſe of our practice. 
Will he ſay, the command obliges men to pay ultimate 
worſhip to God alone, and yet allowed them to reve- 
rence and ſerve the tabernacle out of regard to God, 
whoſe tabernacle it was, and that fince God required 
this ſervice, it could not be ſuſpected to be idolatry? I 
will ſay the fame ; that when Chriſt commands us to 
ſerve, or worſhip him, one perſon, the one God only, 


he cannot mean to forbid our paying all that worſhip to 


another perſon, which will be, in the end, a worſhiping of 
God, and terminate uponhim, and which God himſelf has 
required. But as to this text, and the affair of worſhip, 
I icfire Mr. Ball to confider what has been {aid concern- 
ing them in two pamphlets intitled, The unity of God, 


| &c. and 4 reply to Dr. Waterland's remarks on it ; in 


which every thing he has now ſaid is fully anſwer'd, and 

which Dr. Waterland has not attempted to confute. 
I ſhall only here add, that it is ſurpriſing to me to 

find Mr. Ball talk as if it was poſſible for the heathens 


„ dy. 
to plead, what is moſt falſe in fact, © that they did not 
% worſhip Baa}, or Aſptarorh, as the ſupreme God, but 


N only with an inferior worſhip?” Thoſe idolaters knew no- 


thing of the true God, and had no apprehenſion that Baal 
and Aſptaroth were mediators appointed by him. Thoſe 
that worſhiped theſe 1dols, did not worſhip Jehovah at 
all, but worſhiped them in oppoſition to him, as Mr. 
Ball well knows *. And therefore it was not right in 
him, to mention theſe things, which are ſo well known 
to be Eg to the e Beſides that, if any had 
worſhiped thoſe idols with ſubordinate or mediatorial 
worſhip, they would therein have been guilty of idola- 
try againſt the ſecond commandment, which forbids the 
worlkiping of God by any mediators, or means of wor- 
ſhip which he has not appointed. But when the 1/7ae- 
lites could produce God's order for worſhiping the taber- 
nacle, and the ark of the covenant, they thereby excuſed 
themſelves fully from the charge of idolatry. And in 
the ſame manner, fince God has commanded us to wor- 
ſhip the mediator with mediatorial worſhip, which re- 
dounds to the glory of God the Father, this his order is 
a ſufficient warrant for what we do, in this kind, and 
demonſtrates that we are not therein guilty of any ſort of 
idolatry, or fault whatſoever. 1 | 
Mr. Ball undertakes to prove, p. 20. that Chriſt was 
Property and truly God, who was manifeſted in our fleſh. 
hat which was manifeſted in our fleſh, was, I take it, 
the ſoul of Chriſt. But ſurely Mr. Ball will not ſay, 
that this ſoul of Chriſt was properly and truly God, in the 
higheſt ſenſe of the word. IT he would chooſe to fay, 
that that which was manifeſted in our fleſh, was one of 
the three differences in the one infinite Spirit, we ma 
allow him to ſay, that this is God in the higheſt ſenſe of 
the word. But I do not find, he has proved, that this 
is that which the ſcriptures mean, when they talk of 
Chriſt, and call him God. When the ſcripture ſays, 
that God made the world by Chriſt, Heb. i. 2. it is not 
natural to think that the meaning 1s, one wanna? 
; te 


* See gudges xi. 13. And they forſook the Lord and ſerved Baal 
and Aſhtaroth, 1 Kings xvili. 21. 2 Kings x. 23. Fer. 
Mo 8, | | 


ing with him, whom Mr. Ball will not accuſe of pride 
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the one God, made the world by another difference in | R 


the one God, but that the one God made the world by 
the ſoul of the Meſſiah. 9 f 
Mr. Ball next falls very hard upon the reputation and 


memory of the great and excellent Mr. Peirce. His 


words are, can any man that does not think of himſelf 


too highly above what he ought to think, aſſert Chriſt 


to be an angel, as he has been moſt blaſphemouſly degra- 
ded by a late author in his paraphraſe on Phil. Ii. 
Pray Mr. Ball, what occaſion is there for all this heat 
and ſeverity againſt a man, whom you once greatly ho- 
noured, and eſteem'd, and that, even after he had free- 
ly told you his ſentiments about the doftrine of the tri- 


nity ? It ſeems, the ſame thing is now a fault in him, 
which was not ſo before. And which is more ſtrange, 


that is now a fault, nay even blaſphemy, in Mr. Peirce, 


which is ſound and true divinity in any other man. Mr. 


Peirce is blamed for aſſerting Chriſt to be an angel, and 


this is alleged as a proof of his thinking too highly "H 
r'd, how 


himſelf. But ſhould not Mr. Ball have conſide 
many of thoſe divines, whom he ſtill admires, he has 
hereby condemned with Mr. Peirce, as proud, and blaſ- 
phemers ? Does not Mr. Ball know that divines and com- 
mentators have often aſſerted Chriſt to be an angel, and 
have interpreted ſuch texts of Chriſt, as ſpeak of an an- 
I? Ravanel in his bibliotheque ſays that Chriſt, in 
the ſcripture is called, an angel, in perhaps 30 places. 


Mr. Clark in his note on Judges ii. 1. ſays that Chriſt is 


there called an angel, and in fix places more, to which he 
there refers. Ainſworth ſays, Chriſt is called an Angel. 


See his index under the word angel; and the aſſembly's 


annotations on Gen. xlviii. 16. I might mention many 
more; but theſe are enough to ſhew, that Mr. Peirce 
would not have been ſingular in n Chriſt to be an 
angel. And tis unrighteous dealing to call him a blaſphe- 


mer for aſſerting that which is approved in other writers. 


But the truth is, Mr. Peirce, in the place refer d to, his 


note on Phil. 11. 9. p. 31. does not aſſert Chriſt to be 


an angel, but only ſays, that Michael, who is men- 


tioned by Daniel, and who is called the arch- angel, 


is Chriſt Jeſus. And in this he has others concur- 
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or blaſphemy. Mr. Samuel Clark in his annotations on 
the bible interprets all thoſe texts, which 0 of Michael, 
and the arch-angel, as Mr. Peirce does, of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, as the reader may ſee in his notes on Dan. x. 
13, 21. xii. 1. Rev. xii. . And on Jude 9. where Jude 
Tpeaks of Michael the arch. angel, Mr. Clark refers his 
readers to Dan. x. 13. and xii. 1. where he had ſaid, 
that Michael is Chriſt. I ſhall trouble the reader with 
only one teſtimony more, and that indeed comprehends 
a great many in it, vig. the aſſemblies annotations on 
Dan. x. 13. writ by biſhop Richardſon, where every 
thing is ſaid, that Mr. Peirce has ſaid upon this occa- 
fion. I ſhall here tranſcribe the whole paſſage: Bur 
% Joe Michael one of the chief princes ; or, thefirſt of 


„ the chief princes ; their lord, called your prince, 


% vey. 21. and the great prince, which ſtandeth for the 
children of thy people, Chap. x11. 1. Michael the arch- 
* angel, ude, ver. 9. Michael, and his angels, Rev. 
« Xii. J. This Michael here, ſome take to be a chief 
% created angel. But :zuoſt for the angel of the cove- 
% nant, Quilt, our Saviour, that archangel, by whoſe 
« voice and proclamation he dead ſpall be raiſed, 


„1 Theſſ. iv. 26.” It ſhould be 16. Every text Mr. 


Peirce has cited, is cited here; and every one inter- 
reted of Chriſt, as tis by him. The aflembly which 
. Ball calls, glorious, p. 24. expreſly ſay, that Mi- 
chael is Chriſt, that Chrift is Michael the arch-angel, 
and that Chriſt 1s that arch-angel, whoſe voice ſhall raiſe 
the dead. And this biſhop Richardſon and the aſſem- 
bly approved, and declared to be the judgment of mo 
commentators. Mr. Peirce and they in this reſpect, 

muſt ſtand or fall together. 
It is farther to be noted, that Mr. Peirce, in the place 


refer 'd to, is not ſpeaking of the nature of Chrift, but 


of his office, that he is advanced, ſince his reſurrection, 
to be head and lord of all the angels, which 1s a truth 
that Mr. Ball will not diſpute. d finally it is to be 
obſerved, and Mr. Ball knows it, that Mr. Peirce here 
ſpeaks of the ſoul of the Meſſiah, calls him the arch- 
angel, which ſurely 1s not an . ee 2 
of the man Jeſus Chriſt. As for what our brethren call 
the divine nature of Chrift, viz. God's is - of 
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himſelf, Mr. Pall is convinced, no doubt, that Mr. 


Peirce never thought of degrading that. Mr. Ball 
knows” his once admired Mr, Perrce, had too much 
ſenſe to ſay, that God's knowledge or idea of himſelf, 
is but an angel. All his fault in this reſpect was, that 
he ſaid, Michael the arch-angel fignifies the nan Chriſt 
eſus as exalted at God's right hand; and this, tis to 

e hoped, will be cafily pardon'd. 
Whether Chrift be in ſcripture called the arch- angel, 
or not, it will make no difference as to the affair of Wor- 


— The reaſon why we worſhip him is, be- 


cauſe expreſly commanded us to do ſo. And 
his command, as every one ſees, will fave us from the 
charge of voluntary humility, and of intruding into 
thoſe things which we have not ſeen, and from loſing 
our reward : while this evil will come upon them, that 
worſhip angels, becauſe God has not required chriſtians 
to wor * them. „ | 
Mr. Ball tells us of ſome who maintain, that a vir- 
tuous life alone, is ſufficient to bring men to heaven, let 
their faith be what it will, p. 29. and that a ſincere 
honeſt man ay! « ſee no reaſon at all to believe the goſpel, 
26. Who the men are, of whom Mr. Hall here ſpeaks, 
Look I know not. And I gladly take this occafion 
to declare my belief, that if a man be fincere in his re- 


gard to the will of God, and in his examination of the 


evidences of the chriſtian religion, he ſhall moſt cer- 
tainly be perſuaded of the truth of it. As God has 
made faith in Chriſt neceſſary to ſalvation, whenever 
Chriſt is authenticly revealed, it can be no doubt with 
me, but that God has taken care, the evidence for this 
faith in Chrift ſhall be ſufficient to ſatisfy every impar- 
tial and fincere inquirer. And I can teſtify for my 
invaluable friend, Mr. Peirce, that he thought the 
ſame, and continually urged, in defence of this opini- 
on, that ſaying of our bleſſed Saviour, John vii. 17. If 
any man will do his will, he ſhall know of the doctrine, 


duet her it be from God, or whether IT ſpeak from my 


ſelf. To wuich he was wont to add, Pſal. xxv. 9; 

12, 14. | | 

: Mr. Ball, in his laſt chapter, is very warm, when he 

talks of dangerous opinions, damnation and fincerity. As 
to 


„ Mo A 

to all which, I will freely tell him my thoughts in a very 
ſew words. Eh 5; £6 
If he hears a man maintain an opinion, which Chriſt 


| has threatned with damnation, he cannot help believing, 


that that man is in a ſtate of damnation. He ought then 
to tell that man as much, to warn him of his danger, 
and to labour to convince him of it. This would be 


charitable. But Mr. Pall muſt conſider, whether it was 


very charitable to * indeavouring to convince men 
of their being in a dangerous error, while he was per- 
ſuaded they were ſo, — they ſought for his help, both 
in converſation and by writing. We would not have 
him ſay, that a man's ſoul is fafe, when he thinks it is 
not. And when an opinion is really damnable, there 
can be no room for the man, who holds it, to plead that 
he is fincere : inaſmuch as God will not ſuffer any ſin- 
cere man to fall into any damnable error. But let Mr. Gall 
take care how he ventures to call thoſe opinions dange- 
rous errors, which are really the truths of the goſpel. A 
papiſt, who thinks the belief of tranſubſtantiation to be 
neceſſary to ſalvation, is bound in conſcience to warn 
thoſe who deny it, of their danger. But ſtill he is guil- 

of a very great fault, in thinking that the disbelieving 
the doctrine of tranſubſtantiation is a dangerous error: 
becauſe Chriſt has no where ſaid it is fo. And in like 
manner, ſince Chriſt has no where ſaid, that it is a 
dangerous error to believe that the words, Father, Son, 


and Spirit, as uſed in ſcripture, do not ſignify three 


differences in the one God, or that tis a fin to believe 
in, reverence, and worſhip one mediator, as mediator, 
according'to the expreſs command of the one God : Mr. 
Ball had need take care how he condemns theſe things. 
For though Mr. Ball is not accountable to us for his 
opinions, nor we to him for ours: yet we are all ac- 
countable to God for all the opinions we entertain, and 
for the occaſions and motives of our imbracing them. 
This ſhould make us all look well to our ſelves, that 


we be not led afide by any prejudices, or by the autho- 


rity of men, but that we impartially ſtudy the holy ſcrip- 
tures, and do not repreſent the difference between one 
anothers notions to be greater than really it is. This is 
what we particularly deſire of our brethren. 1 _ _ 
| ew 
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ſhew'd them exactly and honeſtly what is the real dif. 


ference. between them and us. And it appears to be no 
other than a controverſy about the meaning of wor 
excepting that we think more highly and honourably 
the ul of our Lord Jeſus Chrift, than they generally do. 
If, after they have read and confidered theſe things, 
they do nat ſhew that the difference is greater, than I 
have ſtated it, which I am ſure they can never do; 
they will be utterly inexcuſable, if they ſhall ever more 
accuſe us of being fallen into any dangerous error or 
practice, relating to the holy trinity. 


July 24. 


1727. 
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